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Opi nion by C ssel, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

On Decenber 2, 1994, applicant applied to register the
mar kK " LASERGRAFT" on the Principal Register for "surgical
hair transplantation services."” The application was based
on applicant's claimof use since Cctober 23, 1994.

Subm tted as specinens with the application were copies of
printed pronotional materials which use the mark in
connection with applicant's services and explain how the
services are rendered.

Regi stration was refused under Section 2(e)(1l) of the

Act on the ground that the term sought to be registered is
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nmerely descriptive of the services recited in the
appl i cation.

Appl i cant responded to the refusal to register with
argunment that "LASERGRAFT" is not nerely descriptive of its
services, but is instead only suggestive of them

The Exam ning Attorney was not persuaded by applicant's
argunents. He repeated the refusal to register and nade it
final. Attached to the final refusal were copies of
excerpts fromtwo articles retrieved fromthe Nexis®
dat abase of publications. Each article discusses a
technique for transplanting hair in which hair is grafted
with lasers instead of with scal pels.

Applicant appealed to the Board. No oral hearing was
requested, but both applicant and the Exam ning Attorney
filed briefs.

Based on the record in this application, we hold that
the refusal to register under Section 2(e)(1l) of the Act is
pr oper.

A mark is nmerely descriptive of the services with which
it isused if it conveys information concerning
characteristics or features of the services. 1In re
Tekdyne, Inc., 33 USPQd 1949 (TTAB 1995); In re Bright-
Crest, Ltd., 204 USPQ 591 (TTAB 1979). Further, this
i nformati on nmust be conveyed i mediately and with sone
degree of specificity or particularity. In re D et Tabs,
Inc., 231 USPQ 587 (TTAB 1986); Plus Products v. Medica
Modal ities Associates, Inc., 211 USPQ 1199 (TTAB 1981);
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Holiday Inns, Inc. v. Monolith Enterprises, 212 USPQ 949
(TTAB 1981); and In re TMS Corp. of the Americas, 200 USPQ
57 (TTAB 1978).

When these principles are applied to the situation in
t he case at hand, we nust conclude that "LASERGRAFT" is
merely descriptive of applicant's hair transplantation
servi ces because the mark i nmedi ately conveys specific
i nformati on about the services, nanely that applicant uses
| asers to graft hair.

The only evidence applicant has provi ded whi ch expl ai ns
its services is the aforenentioned pronotional specinen. In
the very first line, the author, L.D. Castleman, MD.
states that he wants to give the reader "background
information on how the LaserGraft ™MHair Center started using
| aser technology for hair grafting.” The text goes on to
make it clear that applicant uses a laser to graft one hair
at atinme. This technique is contrasted with using scal pel s
to make cuts and slits, which apparently presents several
di sadvantages. The articles submtted by the Exam ning
Attorney present simlar information. Both tout the
advant ages of grafting with |asers.

This evidence makes it quite clear that making grafts
with lasers is a significant feature or characteristic of
applicant's hair transplantation services. "LASERCRAFT"

i mredi ately conveys this feature or characteristic of

applicant's services, so the termsought to be registered is
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nmerely descriptive of themw thin the nmeaning of Section
2(e)(1) of the Lanham Act.

Applicant argues that the process it uses is referred
to as "mcrografting,” and that "LASERGRAFT" is not nerely
descriptive of the service just because "[a]pplicant's
"LASERGRAFT" process of mcrografting incorporates a | aser
to drill a hole."” (brief, p.3). Applicant contends that the
term sought to be registered is "too broad to describe the
applicant's services with i nmediacy and particularity,” and
that "a significant degree of imagination is required to
reach the conclusion that applicant's services are hair
transpl ant services." (brief, p. 4). Further, applicant
argues that there is no evidence that its conpetitors use or
need to use the termapplicant seeks to register, and that
regi stration of applicant's mark woul d not prevent these

conpetitors fromdescriptive use of | aser' and/or 'graft’
and variations thereof." (brief, p.5).

The fact that "mcrografting” is a nane for the process
applicant enploys in rendering its service does not nandate
t he concl usion that "LASERGRAFT" is suggestive of the
services rather than nerely descriptive of them There may
be a nunber of generic or descriptive terns used in
connection wth a particular service. As noted above, if a
term conveys information about a feature or characteristic

of a service, it is nmerely descriptive of that service

within the neaning of the Act. This is so no matter how
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many ternms or conbinations of terns fall within this
cat egory.

Wth respect to applicant's argunment that inmagination
is required to conclude fromthe mark that applicant's
services are hair transplant services, the question before
us on appeal is not whether one can determ ne what the
service is fromlooking at the mark in the abstract.

Rat her, it is whether the mark, when considered in
conjunction with the services with which it is used, nerely
conveys information about the service. 1In re Bright-Crest,
Ltd., supra. As discussed above, the fact that applicant
grafts with lasers is significant information in connection
with these particular services, and the term sought to be
registered clearly communi cates this information.

That applicant is the first or the only one to have
adopted this descriptive termnology in connection with
t hese services does not make it any |l ess descriptive. Inre
Mark A. Gould, MD., et al, 173 USPQ 243 (TTAB 1972), and In
re National Basketball Association, 180 USPQ 480 (TTAB
1973). Moreover, applicant's argunent that if it were
i ssued a registration for "LASERCGRAFT," conpetitors woul d
not be prevented from descriptive use of any variations of
"l aser"” and "graft" is not well taken. That conpetitors
have the right to use these descriptive terns together is
one reason why applicant should not be granted a
regi stration which enbodi es such a conbi nati on of these

wor ds.
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In sunmary, the term sought to be registered,
"LASERGRAFT," is nerely descriptive of applicant's hair
transpl antation services because it imedi ately conveys
significant information about the services, nanely that the
grafting is performed wwth a laser. Accordingly, the
refusal to register under Section 2(e)(1) of the Act is

affirmed and registration to applicant is refused.

J. D. Sans

R F. G ssel

E. J. Seeherman
Adm ni strative Trademark Judges
Trademark Trial & Appeal Board
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